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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1  Proposed Action

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources (IDNR), Division of Entomology & Plant
Pathology and Division of Forestry, proposes a cooperative project with the United States
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) to
treat the gypsy moth populations at one site in Delaware county that covers an estimated
299 acres (Table 1 & see map in Appendix B). The preferred aternative for the
cooperative project is Alternative 2. Btk.

Table 1. Treatment Site and Acres by County and Treatment Method for 2007 (also see
Appendix B).

TREATMENT SITES TREATMENT ACRES
By Treatment Method By Treatment Method
COUNTY Matin Ground Matin Ground
Digunty | BAeia | Treament | L2108 | Bik Aeria | Treatment
isruption x disruption e
Delaware
(Nebo) 0 1 0 0 299 0
Cooperative Project
by Trestment 0 1 0 0 299 0
Total Cooperative 1 209
Project
State Project by
Treatment 0 0 0 0 0 0

** Ground treatment is not part of the cooperative project.

1.2

Project Objective

The objective for this cooperative project isto eradicate gypsy moth by eliminating

reproducing popul ations from the proposed treatment site.

1.3 Need for Action

Gypsy moth is not native to the United States, and it lacks effective natural controls. The
caterpillars feed on the foliage of many host plants. Oaks are the preferred host species,
but the caterpillars defoliate many species of trees and shrubs when oaks are not
available. When high numbers of gypsy moth caterpillars are present, forests and trees
suffer severe defoliation, which can result in reduced tree growth, branch dieback and
even tree mortality. The high numbers of caterpillars also create a substantial public
nuisance and can affect human health.

The State of Indiana, with the IDNR, Division of Entomology and Plant Pathology as the
lead agency, is dedicated to preserving urban and rural forested habitats from damage by



gypsy moth and to enforcing interstate and intrastate quarantines to further protect areas
not currently infested by this pest.

If no action istaken, gypsy moth will increase and spread and defoliation will occur
sooner. Therefore, the "no action” aternative is not preferred due to state officials desire
to eliminate the isolated infestations, prevent human discomfort associated with
infestations, delay damage to local plant communities and reduce spread to adjacent
uninfested areas. Local citizens agreed that the “no action” alternativeis not preferred
through the scoping process (Appendix A).

1.4  Decisionsto be made and Responsible Officials

The preferred aternative in this document proposes cooperative participation of the
IDNR and the APHIS in treating gypsy moth populationsin Indiana. The decision to be
made by the responsible APHIS officia isto choose which of the alternatives presented
in this document best fulfills the objectives of the proposed action, and thus the needs of
the people of Indiana. In addition, the decision will have to be made as to whether or not
any perceived significant environmental impacts could result from the implementation of
this project. If there are none, this will be documented in a Decision Notice and FONS]
(Finding of No Significant Impact). If significant environmenta impacts are found and
the project is to continue, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be prepared.

The alternatives analyzed for this environmental assessment are: 1) No cooperative
project (No action), 2) Btk, 3) Mating disruption, 4) Mass trapping.

The responsible APHIS official who will make thisdecisioniis:

Gary Simon, State Plant Health Director, USDA, Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service, 120 Professional Court Suite D, Lafayette, IN 47905, (765) 446-0267.

The responsible officials for the implementation of the cooperative project in the Indiana
IDNR are:

Robert D. Waltz, Ph. D., State Entomologist, Indiana Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Entomology and Plant Pathology, 402 West Washington Street, IGC
South, Room W290, Indianapolis, IN 46204, (317) 232-4120

John Seifert, State Forester, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, Division of
Forestry, 402 West Washington Street, IGC South, Room W296, Indianapolis, IN
46204, (317) 232-4105.



15  Scopeof the Analysis

A final environmental impact statement (FEIS), developed by the USDA, APHIS and
Forest Service (USFS), entitled Gypsy Moth Management in the United States: a
cooperative approach (USDA 1995) was made available in November 1995. The Record
of Decision for the FEIS was signed in January of 1996 (USDA 1996), and Alternative 6
was selected, which includes all three management strategies analyzed — suppression,
eradication, and slow-the-spread. These strategies depend upon the infestation status of
the area: generally infested, uninfested, and transition. Implementation of the FEIS
preferred alternative requires that a site-specific environmental analysis be conducted to
address local issues before federal or cooperative projects are conducted. This
site-specific analysisistiered to the programmatic environmental impact statement
(USDA 1995). Aspart of the analyses conducted for the FEIS, human health and
ecological risk assessments were prepared (Human Health Risk Assessment, Appendix F
to the FEIS and Ecological Risk Assessment, Appendix G to the FEIS). The purpose of
tiering is to eliminate repetitive discussions of the issues addressed in the FEIS (40 CFR,
1502.20 and 1508.28 in Council on Environmental Quality, 1992).

1.6  Summary of Public Involvement and Notification

A public meeting was held during January 2007 (Appendix A). Notices were delivered
to elected officias, interested groups, residents and local media. At the meeting, state
officias presented alternatives for gypsy moth management. The discussion included
identification and biology of gypsy moth, pest impacts, survey methods, and control
tactics. The proposed actions and alternatives, including no action, were discussed.
Local issues, questions and concerns raised at the public meetings are included in
Appendix A.

Information gathered at the public meeting and from resource professionals was used to
develop issues and concerns related to the project. They are grouped into two categories,
1) issues used to formulate alternatives, and 2) other issues and concerns.

1.7 | ssues Used to For mulate the Alter natives

Each of the major issuesisintroduced in this section. Discussion pertaining directly to
each issue as it relates to the alternatives can be found in Chapter 4.

Issue 1 - Human Health and Safety. Three types of risk are addressed under thisissue:
1) an aircraft accident during applications, 2) treatment materials and potential effects on
people, and 3) the future effects of gypsy moth infestations on people.

I ssue 2 - Effects on Non target Organisms and Environmental Quality. The major
concerns under thisissue are: 1) the impact of treatment materials to non target
organisms, including threatened and endangered species that may be in the treatment
sites, and 2) the future impacts of gypsy moth defoliation on the forest resources, water
quality, wildlife and other natural resources.



I ssue 3 - Economic and Palitical Impacts of Treatment vs. Non-Treatment. Gypsy
moth outbreaks can have significant economic impacts due to effects on the timber
resource, nursery and Christmas tree producers, and recreational activities. An additional
economic impact is agypsy moth quarantine imposed to regulate movement of products
from the forest, nursery and recreational industries to uninfested areas.

Issue 4 - Likelihood of Success of the Project. The objective of this project is reducing
the spread rate of gypsy moth within Indiana. Alternatives vary in their likelihood of
success for the current situation in Indiana. Measurement of project success isimportant
for delaying gypsy moth impacts to Indiana and neighboring states.

1.8  Other Concernsand Questions

Concerns and questions were discussed during the public meetings (see Appendix A).
Also, other agencies were consulted (see Appendix C). Information from these sources
was used to develop mitigating measures, management requirements and constraints.

19 Summary of Authorizing Laws and Policies

State. The Division Director (State Entomologist) may cooperate with a person in
Indianato locate, check, or eradicate a pest or pathogen (Indiana Code 14-24-2-1). The
Division Director may, on the behalf of the department, enter into a cooperative
agreement with the United States government, the government of another state, or an
agency of the United States or another state to carry out this article (Indiana Code
14-24-2-2). Aeria applicators must meet Indiana Pesticide Use and Application Law
(Indiana Code 15-3-3.6) to provide safe, efficient and acceptable applications of
pesticides. The Non-Game and Endangered Species Conservation law (Indiana Code 14-
22-34) appliesto this project.

Federal. Authorization to conduct treatments for gypsy moth infestationsis given in the
Plant Protection Act of 2000 (7 U.S.C. section 7701 et.seq.).

The Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 provides the authority for the USDA
and state cooperation in management of forest insects and diseases. The law recognizes
that the nation’ s capacity to produce renewable forest resources is significantly dependent
on non-federal forestland. The 2002 Farm Bill (P.L. 107-171d.) reauthorizes the basic
charter of the Cooperative Forestry Assistance Act of 1978.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (P.L. 91-190), 42 USC 4321
et.seq. requires a detailed environmental analysis of any proposed federal action that may
affect the human environment. The courts regard federally funded state actions as federal
actions.



The Federa Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act of 1947, (7 USC 136) as
amended, known as FIFRA, requires insecticides used within the United States be
registered by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act prohibits federal actions from jeopardizing the
continued existence of federally listed threatened or endangered species or adversely
affecting critical habitat of such species.

Section 106 of the National Historical Preservation Act and 36 CFR Part 800: Protection
of Historic Properties requires the State Historic Preservation Officer be consulted
regarding the proposed activities.

USDA Departmental Gypsy Moth Policy (USDA 1990) assigns the USFS and APHIS
responsibility to assist states in protecting non-federal lands from gypsy moth damage.



20 ALTERNATIVESINCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION
21 Process Used to Formulate the Alter natives

Staff entomologists and administration within the IDNR, Division of Entomology and
Plant Pathology and the Division of Forestry in cooperation with USDA-APHIS,
formulated several alternatives to treat the gypsy moth populationsin Indiana under the
eradication strategy (See Chapter 6, Persons and Agencies Consulted).

The FEIS (USDA 1995), which this document istiered to, allows the USDA to
participate in the Cooperative Gypsy Moth Project for Indiana. The USDA can assist in
conducting eradication, slow-the-spread and suppression strategies. The FEIS lists the
treatment options for each of the strategies (USDA 1995, Val. I, p.2-15). For the
eradication strategy, the following six treatment options may be considered: 1) Bacillus
thuringiensis var. kurstaki (Btk), 2) diflubenzuron (Dimilin), 3) nucleopolyhedrosis virus
(Gypchek), 4) mass trapping, 5) mating disruption (pheromone flakes), and 6) sterile
insect release. These treatment options from the FEIS were used as the alternatives for
the site-specific analysis of this Environmental Assessment.

2.2  Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study
The following alternatives that are available were eliminated from consideration:

Diflubenzuron (Dimilin). Thelabel for diflubenzuron (Dimilin) prohibitsits use
directly to water, or to areas where surface water is present. The treatment Site contains a
creek and also ditches areas that periodically may contain water. Therefore, its use was
not considered for this project. This does not preclude the consideration and use of
Dimilin in future projects.

Gypsy moth specific nucleopolyhedrosis virus (Gypchek). Gypsy moth
nucleopolyhedrosis virus (Gypchek) has avery limited supply and is targeted for usein
special areas that have high environmental concerns. There are limited data on the
effectiveness of Gypchek in low-level gypsy moth populations. It is preferably used in
suppression projects against moderate to high gypsy moth populations (USDA 1995, Vol.
I1, p. A7). Therefore, NPV isnot considered for this project. In future projects, it will be
evaluated for use.

Sterileinsect release. The FEIS documents the use of sterile insects for elimination of
isolated gypsy moth populations. It also documents the obstacles of using this aternative
- the limited release period; need to synchronize production of sterile pupae and release
into the population; and the limited availability. Thistreatment alternative is currently
not available, and it has not been used in recent eradication or slow-the-spread treatment
projects. Giving consideration to these obstacles, this alternative was not considered for
this project. In future projects, it will be evaluated for use.



2.3 Alternatives Considered in Detail

Alternative 1 - No action. If no action is taken, the gypsy moth will reproduce and
populations will begin to defoliate treesin the area. Gypsy moth populations will
develop and spread to surrounding areas. Thisis not a preferred aternative because
damage and regulatory action will occur sooner than if other alternatives are selected.

Alternative 2 — Btk (Preferred Alternative). This treatment option uses up to three
applications of Btk at 24 to 38 billion international units (BIU) per acre applied from air
or ground. The applications would begin when leaf expansion is near 50% and when first
and second instar caterpillars are present and feeding. This usually occurs between mid
April and mid May in central Indiana. The second application would follow no sooner
than four days after the first application. Most commercial formulations of Btk are
aqueous flowable suspension containing 48 or 76 BlU/gal. (Appendix D — example of
product label). For aerial application at 24 to 38 BIU, less than 3.0 quarts of the product
would be applied per acre.

Btk has been acommonly used treatment option in Cooperative Gypsy Moth Projectsin
Indiana and other states. Btk isanaturally occurring soil-borne bacterium that is mass-
produced and formulated into a commercial insecticide. The Btk strain is effective
against caterpillars, including the gypsy moth caterpillar. Caterpillarsingest Btk while
eating the foliage. Once in the midgut, Btk becomes active and causes death within afew
hours or days (USDA 1995, Val. II, p. A3-A5). Btk may impact nontarget species of
spring-feeding caterpillarsin the treatment sites, but the impact to the local population is
usually very minimal as Btk rapidly degrades on the foliage within afew weeks, and the
nontarget |epidopterans generally re-colonize treatment sitesin less than 2 years (USDA
1995, Vol. II, p. 4-52 to 4-55). Human exposure to Btk provides little cause for concern,
though direct exposure to the spray may cause temporary eye and respiratory tract
irritation in afew people (USDA 1995, Val. 1, p. 4-13).

Btk has proven effective at eliminating gypsy moth at all population levels. Btk
applications can meet the project objective of eliminating gypsy moth populations from
the proposed treatment site.

Alternative 3 - Mating disruption. Thistreatment option uses one aerial application of
pheromone flakes prior to the emergence of male moths. Thiswould occur in mid-June
to early July. Mating disruption relies on the attractive characteristics of the gypsy moth
sex pheromone, disparlure. The objective of mating disruption isto saturate the
treatment area with enough pheromone sources to confuse the male moths and prevent
them from finding and mating with female moths. Mating disruption is considered
specific to gypsy moth and is not known to cause impacts to nontarget organism
populations, water quality, microclimate, or soil productivity and fertility (USDA 1995,
Vol. Il, p. 4-67).

Mating disruption involves the aerial application of plastic flake dispensers that are
impregnated with the gypsy moth pheromone. The formulation of Disrupt |1 (see



Appendix D —example of product labels) consists of small plastic flakes, approximately
1/32 inch x 3/32 inch (1 x 3 mm) in size, thus the name “ pheromone flakes’. A sticker,
Monsanto's Gelva 2333, is applied to the flakes as they are dispersed from the aircraft,
which aids in the distribution of the flakes throughout all levelsin the forest canopy
where mating could potentially occur. The flakes are green in color and applied at arate
of 6 or 15 grams active ingredient (disparlure) per acre. At the high rate of 15 grams, 85
grams of flakes are applied in 4 fluid ounces of sticker per acre (4 flakes per sq.ft.)
(Reardon et al. 1998). All of the ingredientsin the Gelva 2333 sticker are considered
non-hazardous to public health if used as an additive in the insecticide formulation (40
CFR 180.1001).

Pheromone flakes have proven effective at eliminating gypsy moth at very low
population levels. The application of pheromone flakes can not meet the project
objective of eliminating gypsy moth populations from the proposed treatment site as the
site has alow population level of gypsy moth.

Alternative4 - Masstrapping. Thistreatment option places gypsy moth traps at a close
spacing within the treatment sites. “The objective of this treatment isto capture male
gypsy moths before they have a chance to locate and mate with female moths’ (USDA
1995, Vol I, p. A-7). “For mass trapping, deltaor milk carton traps are deployed in an
intensive grid pattern in an infested area and an adjacent buffer area at the rate of at least
9 traps per acre” (USDA 1995, Val. I, p. A-8). Thus, it isvery labor intensive,
especially over large areas. Typically, mass trapping is used on small infestations of less
than 40 acres.

Mass trapping has proven capable of eradicating gypsy moth at very low population
levelsinisolated introductions that are small in size (<40 acres). The use of mass
trapping can not meet the project objective of eliminating the gypsy moth population
from the proposed treatment site as the site is >40 acres and thereis alow level
population.
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Compar ative Summary of Alternatives

Table 2. Summary of Environmental Consequences for Alternatives by Issues from

Chapter 4
Issuel Issue 2 Issue3 Issued
Human Health & Effects on Nontarget Economic and Palitical Likelihood of
Safety (p. 12-13) Organisms & Environmental Impacts (p. 15-16) Success of the
Quality (p. 13-15) Project (p. 16)
Alternativel | - Norisk of an aircraft | - No direct effect to nontarget - Regulatory action would | - Gypsy moth
No Action accident or spill. organisms, including threatened | occur sooner. would not be
- Norisk of Btk and endangered species. - Spread of gypsy moth eliminated from
contact with humans. - Future gypsy moth impacts through the county and treatment sites
- Gypsy moth will occur sooner, which into adjacent counties and project
outbreaks will occur includes defoliation and would not be slowed. objective would
sooner with the reduction in the oak component not be met.
associated nuisance of forest stands.
and health impactsto
humans.
Alternative2 | - Slight risk of aircraft | - Direct impact on spring - Regulatory action would | - Successis
Btk accident and pesticide | feeding caterpillars, temporary | not likely beimplemented | likely in the
spill. reduction in local populations. | in the county during the treatment site.
- Contact with Btk - No effect to Karner blue current year.
may cause mild and butterfly and Mitchell’ s satyr as | - Slows the spread of
temporary irritation neither species occur inor near | gypsy moth.
(eye, kin & treatment site.
respiratory) to afew - No impact to forage base of
people. bald eagle
- Delay effect of gypsy | - Adverse effect on Indiana Bat
moth outbreaks on isunlikely.
humans. - Delay the impact of gypsy
moth defoliation on
environmental quality.
Alternative3 | - Slight risk of aircraft | - No effect to non target - Regulatory action would | - Successis not
Mating accident. organisms, including threatened | not beimplemented inthe | likely in the
disruption - No effect to human and endangered species. county during the current | treatment site
health. - Delay the impact of gypsy year. because of low
- Delay effect of gypsy | moth defoliation on - Slows the spread of level population
moth outbreaks on environmental quality. gypsy moth.
humans.
Alternative4 | - Norisk of aircraft - No effect to non target - Regulatory action would | - Successis not
Mass trapping | accident or spill. organisms, including threatened | not beimplemented inthe | likely in the
- Norisk of Btk and endangered species. county during the current | treatment site
contact with humans - Delay the impact of gypsy year. because of low
- No effect to human moth defoliation on - Slows the spread of level population.
health environmental quality. gypsy moth.

- Delay effects of
gypsy moth outbreaks
on humans.

- Cost is prohibitivein
large treatment sites.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
3.1  Description of the Proposed Treatment Sites

Delaware County: There are approximately 263,600 acres in Delaware County and
13,200acres of forest that contain both favorable and unfavorable host species.

Nebo: The proposed treatment site contains 299 acres. The siteis primarily urban
forests and trees associated with urban residential areas and adjacent farmland. The
forest contains oak, hickory, maple, ash, conifers, shrubs and other hardwoods.
Houses are within the site and there is an electrical substation and radio tower
adjacent to the site. The site was detected in 2006 and survey detected egg masses.
The survey indicates alow level gypsy moth population, and Btk is proposed for the
site because the population is above the threshold for application of mating disruption
and mass trapping.

3.2 Threatened and Endangered Species

Consultation with the staff of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service determined that neither
of the federally endangered species Karner blue butterfly (Lycaeides melissa samuelis)
and Mitchell’ s satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchelii) are known to occur within nor
adjacent to the site proposed for treatment using Btk. (Appendix C—U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Letter).

The treatment sites are within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis
sodalis), and federally threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). The U.S. Fish
& Wildlife does “not anticipate adverse effects on bald eagles from any treatments at this
time, because this speciesis not directly affected by any of the treatments and its forage
base consists mainly of vertebrates.” For Indiana bat, the proposed treatment site is not
near hibernacula. The proposed aerial treatment is limited to arelatively small area of
Indiana bat summer habitat. The U.S. Fish & Wildlife indicates the “link between loss
of alepidopteran forage base for Indiana bats and adverse effects on the speciesis
uncertain, therefore at this time we consider the likelihood of take to be discountably
small. However, to minimize impacts on foraging Indiana bats we recommend that aerial
spraying at the listed sites above be conducted as early as possible in the season.” The
U.S. Fish & Wildlife “concludes that the federally assisted 2007 gypsy moth program is
not likely to adversely affect any of these federally listed species, ...” (Appendix C—-U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Letter).

The IDNR, Environmental Unit reviewed the project. At thistime, no harm to state or
federal listed species, resulting from the proposed control measures, is known or
anticipated. The potential harm from the project is less than the potential harm to these
same species from an uncontrolled gypsy moth infestation.” (Appendix C —IDNR, Early
Coordination/Environmental Assessment).
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3.3  Protection of Historic Properties

The State Historic Preservation Officer analyzed the proposed project and determined
that no historic properties will be altered, demolished, or removed by the proposed
project. (Appendix C—IDNR Letter Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology).

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section is the scientific and analytic basis for the comparison of alternatives. It
describes the probable consequences (effects) of each alternative for each issue.
Environmental consequences are summarized in Table 2 for each combination of the
alternatives and issues.

41  Human Health and Safety (Issue 1).

Alternative 1 —No action. For this alternative, there would be no cooperative project,
therefore risk of human contact with pheromone flakes or Btk and an aircraft accident
during application would not exist. However, future impacts by gypsy moth to human
health will occur sooner under Alternative 1 than if treatments are used to eliminate the
gypsy moth populations. Gypsy moth outbreaks have been associated with adverse
human health effects, including skin lesions, eye irritation, and respiratory reactions.
Gypsy moth caterpillars can become a serious nuisance that can cause psychological
stress in some individuals (USDA 1995, Val. 11, p. 4-9).

Alternative 2 - Btk. Human exposure to Btk provides little cause for concern about
health effects. “On the basis of both the available epidemiology studies as well asthe
long history of use, no hazard has been identified for members of the general public
exposed to Btk formulations” (USDA 1995, Vol. I1l, p. 4-15). Exposure to Btk may
result in temporary eye, skin, and respiratory tract irritation in afew people. A detailed
analysis of the risks posed to humans by Btk was conducted for the FEIS -- Human
Health Risk Assessment (USDA 1995, Vol. I11). Glare and O’ Callaghan provide a
comprehensive review of Bacillus thuringiensis, including Btk. They conclude with this
statement, “ After covering this vast amount of literature, our view isaqualified verdict of
safeto use.” (Glare and O’ Callaghan, 2000)

A dlight risk of an accident always exists when conducting aerial applications — Btk uses
two applications. To further reduce thisrisk, a detailed work and safety plan is required
prior to program implementation, which outlines guidelines for aircraft inspections, Btk
loading, and conditions for safe applications. The effect of gypsy moth outbreaks on
humans would be delayed using this alternative.

Alternative 3—Mating disruption. Thetoxicity of insect pheromones to mammalsis
relatively low and their activity is target-specific. Therefore the EPA requires less
rigorous testing of these products than of conventional insecticides. Risk to human health
due to exposure to disparlure, the active ingredient in pheromone flakes, is discussed in
the FEIS (USDA 1995, Vol. I1, pp. 4-30 to 4-32). Once absorbed through direct contact,
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disparlure is very persistent in humans, and individual s exposed to disparlure may attract
adult male moths for prolonged periods of time. This persistence is viewed as a nuisance
and not a health risk (USDA 1995, Vol. Il1, 8-1). In acute toxicity tests, disparlure was
not toxic to mammals, birds, or fish (USDA 1995, Val. IV, 5-5) therefore no effectsto
human health are anticipated.

A dlight risk of an accident always exists when conducting aerial applications — mating
disruption uses one application. To further reduce thisrisk, a detailed work and safety
planisrequired prior to program implementation, which outlines guidelines for aircraft
inspections, pheromone flake loading, and conditions for safe applications. The effect of
gypsy moth outbreaks on humans would be delayed using this alternative.

Alternative4 —Masstrapping. The human health effects are not anticipated from the
use of disparlure in the deltatraps (see Alternative 3 above). The effect of gypsy moth
outbreaks on humans would be delayed using this alternative.

4.2  Effectson Non target Organismsand Environmental Quality (Issue 2).

Alternative 1 — No action. With no treatments in the current year, future impacts by the
gypsy moth would occur sooner. Defoliation by the gypsy moth will cause selective
mortality of preferred host trees. During outbreaks, forest ecosystems can change due to
areduction of the oak component and an increase of tree species that are less desired by
gypsy moth, such as maple and ash. Oak forests would likely consist of a more mixed
composition in the future; though oak would still be a component.

Gypsy moth defoliation and subsequent tree mortality can affect non target organisms by
dramatically changing habitats on alocal scale. Heavy defoliation can remove food for
other |eaf-feeding species, including other caterpillars. However, it can aso create new
habitat for some species by creating snags and increasing understory plant devel opment
by increasing light penetration into defoliated areas. I|mpacts on alarger scale (national,
regional, or state) are subtle, gradual, and may be noticeable only after many years or
decades (USDA 1995, Val. Il, p. 4-74). Short- and long-term changes in non target
species have been shown for moderate and heavy defoliation (USDA 1995, Val. I, p.
4-47 and 4-50). An Ecological Risk Assessment (USDA 1995, Val. 1V) examined gypsy
moth impacts on awide variety of species (mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish,
insects, mollusks, crustaceans, and other invertebrates). Further discussion of gypsy
moth and itsimpact on forest conditions can be found in the FEIS (USDA 1995, Val. I,
p. 4- 41 and 4-74).

Alternative 2 - Btk. Btk can have direct and indirect effects on non target organisms.
Direct toxicity of BT is generally limited to the larval stage of moth and butterfly species.
BT is not toxic to vertebrates, honeybees, parasitic and predatory insects, and most
aguatic invertebrates (USDA 1995, Vol. IV, p. 5-1). BT hasadirect adverse effect on
caterpillars of moths and butterflies, but susceptibility varies widely among species. BT,
as used in gypsy moth projects, poses arisk to some spring-feeding caterpillars; however,
permanent changes in their populations do not appear likely. An exception may occur in
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certain habitats that support small isolated populations of a particular species of moth or
butterfly that is highly susceptibleto BT (USDA 1995, Val. I, p. 4-54). The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service identified two federally endangered butterflies - Karen blue
butterfly (Glycosides Melissa Samuels) and the Mitchell’ s satyr butterfly (Neonympha
mitchelii). However, these species are not known to occur within or adjacent to the
treatment site (Appendix C - U.S. Fish & Wildlife Letter). Thus, no potential exists for
Btk to affect these populations.

Btk may have an indirect effect on other organisms by areduction in their food resource
(e.g. caterpillars, pupae, or adult moths and butterflies). Any effects on vertebrates due to
reduction in food availability are probably subtle, especially for mammals and birds that
are very mobile. Populations of some gypsy moth parasites and some general
lepidopteran parasites may be reduced, due to the reduction in number of potential hosts
caused by the Btk spray (USDA 1995, Val. IV, p. 5-7). The U.S. Fish and Wildlife letter
identified that the treatment site is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana
bat (Myotis sodalis), and the federally threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).
They “do not anticipate adverse effects on bald eagles from any treatments at this time,
because this speciesis not directly affected by any of the treatments and its forage base
consists mainly of vertebrates.” For Indianabat, “none of the proposed treatment areas
are near Indianabat hibernacula.” The U.S. Fish and Wildlife letter indicates that the
proposed treatment site is limited to relatively small areas of Indiana bat summer habitat.
The U.S. Fish & Wildlife indicates the “link between |loss of alepidopteran forage base
for Indiana bats and adverse effects on the species is uncertain, therefore at this time we
consider the likelihood of take to be discountably small. However, to minimize impacts
on foraging Indiana bats we recommend that aerial spraying at the listed site above be
conducted as early as possible in the season.” The U.S. Fish & Wildlife “concludes that
the federally assisted 2007 gypsy moth program is not likely to adversely affect any of
these federally listed species, ...” (Appendix C—U.S. Fish & Wildlife Letter).

Applications of Btk formulations do not increase levels of Btk in soil, and Btk persists for
arelatively short time in the environment. Changesin soil productivity and fertility are
not likely in the treatment sites, because Btk occurs naturally in soils worldwide.
Additional information concerning the effects to soil can be found in Appendix G of the
FEIS (USDA 1995, Val. V).

Application of Btk islikely to maintain the forest condition in the short-term by
eliminating gypsy moth populations in the treatment sites, thus delaying gypsy moth from
expanding and causing defoliation. In the long-term, gypsy moth will become well
established in the county; even if this alternative isimplemented.

Alternative 3—Mating disruption. The pheromone in the flake dispenser is specific to
gypsy moth, and it will not affect other insects, including any threatened and endangered
species of butterflies or moths.

A guantitative assessment of risk from mating disruption was not conducted for the FEIS
because of disparlure’slow toxicity to vertebrates and specificity to gypsy moth. Asused
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in mating disruption, disparlure is not likely to impact nontarget organisms (USDA 1995,
Vol. ll, p. 4-67). Thetoxicity of insect pheromonesto mammalsisrelatively low. In
acute toxicity tests, disparlure was not toxic to mammals, birds, or fish (USDA 1995,
Vol. 1V, 5-5). At normal application rates, concentration of the pheromone (disparlure)
impregnated in the flakes remains active for one season only. Therefore, no effects on
non target organisms are anticipated from the proposed Disrupt 11 application.

Most ingredients in the flakes are insoluble in water, so the risk of disparlure leaching
into groundwater is minimal. To determine the amount of disparlure that could
potentially leach into water, 50 grams of flakes were submerged in 150 ml of water and
vigorously agitated for 24 hours. Resultsindicate that less than 0.04% of the active
ingredient (disparlure) contained in the flakes |leached into water under these conditions.
Disrupt Il isapplied at doses of 6 or 15grams of active ingredient (disparlure) per acre
and 90% of the flakes are intercepted by and adhere to the forest canopy, where they
remain until they have released most of the disparlure.

Using pheromone flakes to disrupt mating is likely to maintain the forest condition in the
short-term by eliminating gypsy moth populationsin the treatment sites, thus delaying
gypsy moth from expanding and causing defoliation. In the long-term, gypsy moth will
become well established in the county; even if this alternative isimplemented.

Alternative 4 - Masstrapping. The pheromonein the deltatrap is specific to gypsy
moth and will not have an effect on other insects or threatened and endangered species of
butterflies or moths. “Mass trapping does not affect non target organisms, except those
(primarily flying insects) that accidentally find their way into the trap.” (USDA 1995,
Vol. I, p. A-9).

Mass trapping is likely to maintain the forest condition in the short-term by eliminating
gypsy moth populationsin the treatment sites, thus delaying gypsy moth from expanding
and causing defoliation. In the long-term, gypsy moth will become well established in
the county; even if this alternative is implemented.

4.3  Economic and Political Impacts of Treatment vs. Non-Treatment (I ssue 3).

Alternative 1 —No action. If no treatments were applied, the likely action would be to
implement a quarantine in the county during the next year. A quarantine would regulate
movement of firewood, logs, other timber products, mobile homes, recreational vehicles,
trees, shrubs, Christmas trees, and outdoor household articles. Thiswould create a
financial impact to industries that deal with these products.

If current populations are not treated, they will continue to reproduce and grow in size.
Defoliation would become noticeable in the future, but it would be difficult to predict
exactly when noticeable defoliation would occur. Requests for federal assistance to
suppress gypsy moth would be likely when defoliation occurs. Suppression projects are
generally more expensive in total dollars than eradication projects because much larger
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areas are treated. The economic impact to state budgets would increase, as responsible
agencies would need to administer and fund these suppression projects.

Following defoliation, negative financial impacts are likely to occur for recreational
industries such as resorts and campgrounds. Homeowners, private woodland owners, and
forest-based industries could be impacted by gypsy moth treatment costs, tree mortality,
and adverse human health effects.

Alternatives 2 (Btk). If treatments are applied, regulatory action is not likely for the
county during the next year and the impacts listed under Alternative 1 would be delayed.

Alternatives 3 (Mating disruption). If treatments are applied, regulatory action is not
likely for the county during the next year and the impacts listed under Alternative 1
would be delayed.

Alternative4 —Masstrapping. If treatments are applied, regulatory action is not
likely for the county during the next year and the impacts listed under Alternative 1
would be delayed. Mass trapping istypically used in small areas (less than 40 acres)
because it islabor intensive (USDA 1995, Val. 11, p. A8-9). Itsuse for thistreatment site
would be cost prohibitive.

4.4  Likelihood of Success of the Project (Issue 4).

Alternative 1 —No action. Project objectives would not be met with this alternative.
Gypsy moth would not be eliminated from the treatment site, and its population would
serve as a source for increased spread within the county and into surrounding counties. 1f
the populations were allowed to increase and expand, gypsy moth could spread through
the remainder of the state in <10 years (Sharov et al. 2002).

Alternative 2 - Btk. Project successislikely with this alternative. Btk iseffectivein
eliminating gypsy moth in treatment sites with low gypsy moth populations.

Alternative 3—Mating disruption. Project successis likely with this aternativein
siteswith very low population levels. However, this site has alow gypsy moth
population level and an application of pheromone flakes cannot meet the objective of
eliminating the population from the proposed treatment site.

Alternative4 —Masstrapping. Project successislikely with thisalternative in sites
with very low population levels. However, this site has alow gypsy moth population
level. Masstrapping isalabor-intensive treatment and sites greater than 40 acres are
usually not mass trapped. Mass trapping this site would be cost prohibitive.
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45 Unavoidable Adver se Effects
No unavoidable adverse effects were identified for the proposed project.
4.6 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resour ces

Anirreversible commitment of resources results in the permanent loss of: 1)
nonrenewabl e resources, such as minerals or cultural resources; 2) resources that are
renewable only over long periods of time, such as soil productivity; or 3) a species
(extinction) (USDA 1995, Vol. II, p. 4-93). Except for Alternative 1, thereisan
irreversible commitment of labor, fossil fuel, and money spent on the project.

An irretrievable commitment is one in which aresource product or useislost for a period
of time while managing for another (USDA 1995, Vol. II, p. 4-93). For this project, no
irretrievable commitments were identified.

4.7 Cumulative Effects

No cumulative effects were identified for this proposed project. Cumulative effects are
the incremental impacts of the action when added to past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions that collectively are significant.

The site has not been treated in previous years. No cumulative effects of this treatment
and the proposed treatment are anticipated.

4.8 Other Information
Mitigation

The Cooperative Gypsy Moth Project will implement the following safeguards and

mitigating measures:

- Newsreleases of treatments and dates will be given to local newspapers and radio/TV
stations.

- Local safety authority will be notified by direct contact or phone calls.

- Employees of state and federal agencies monitoring the treatment will receive
training on treatment methods to be able to answer questions from the public.

- Application of Btk will be suspended when school buses are in the site and when
children are outside on school grounds.

- Aircraft will be calibrated for accurate application of treatment material.

- Applications will be timed so the most susceptible gypsy moth stage is targeted.

- Weather will be monitored during treatment to assure accurate deposition of the
treatment material.
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Monitoring

During the treatments, ground observers and/or aerial observers will monitor the
application for accuracy within the block perimeters, swath width, and drift. Application
information (e.g. swath widths, spray-on and spray-off, acres treated, and altitude) will be
downloaded to an operations-base computer.

The treatment site will be monitored using gypsy moth traps to determine the
effectiveness of the treatments.
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5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

Phil Marshall, Managing State Entomologist and Forest Health Specialist, Division of
Entomology and Plant Pathology and Division of Forestry (respectfully), Indiana
Department of Natural Resources, 402 W. Washington Street, Room 290/296W,
Indianapolis, IN 46204.

EA Responsibility: Participated in writing and reviewing the environmental assessment
and in the development of the proposed cooperative gypsy moth project.

Experience and Education: Experience as Forest Health Specialist since 1974 and
experience in gypsy moth management since 1977. M.F., Duke University in Forest
Entomology and Pathology; B.A., Catawba College in pre-forestry.

Angela Rust, SW Nursery Inspector and Compliance Officer, Division of Entomology
and Plant Pathology, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 145 24" Street, Tell City,
Indiana 47586.

EA Responsibility: Participated in writing and reviewing the environmental assessment
and in consultation of the proposed cooperative gypsy moth project.

Experience and Education: Nursery Inspector and Compliance Officer with the Indiana
Department of Natural Resources, Division of Entomology and Plant Pathology since
1995. B.S., Purdue University in Entomology.
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6.0 LIST OF PERSONSAND AGENCIESCONSULTED

Kallie Bontrager, Nursery Inspector and Compliance Officer, IDNR Entomology and Plant
Pathology, 402 West Washington Street, Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on
treatment site and proposed project.

Dennis Haugen, Forest Entomologist, USDA Forest Service, Forest Health Protection, 1992
Folwell Ave., St. Paul, MN 55108. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Christie Stanifer, Environmental Coordinator, Environmental Unit, IDNR Division of Fish and
Wildlife, 402 West Washington Street, Room 264W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on
treatment site and proposed project.

Scott Kinzie, Nursery Inspector and Compliance Officer, IDNR Entomology and Plant Pathology,
402 West Washington Street, Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment
site and proposed project.

Donna Leonard, Entomologist, STS Coordinator, USDA Forest Service, FHP, P.O. Box 2680,
Asheville, NC 28802. Consultation on treatment site.

Jon Eggen, Environmental Supervisor, IDNR Division of Fish and Wildlife402 West Washington
Street, Room 273W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and proposed project.

Scott Pruitt, Field Supervisor, US Fish and Wildlife Service, 718 North Washington Street,
Bloomington, IN 47404. Threatened and endangered species.

Vince Burkle, Nursery Inspector and Compliance Officer, IDNR Entomology and Plant
Pathology, 402 West Washington Street, Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on
treatment site and proposed project.

Ron McAhron, Deputy Director, Indiana Department of Natural Resources, 402 West
Washington Street, Room 256W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Historical property of concern.

Zack Smith, Forest Entomologist, IDNR Forestry, 402 West Washington Street, Room 296W,
Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site and development of cooperative project.

Eric Biddinger, Nursery Inspector and Compliance Officer, IDNR Entomology and Plant
Pathology, 402

West Washington Street, Room 290W, Indianapalis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment site
and proposed project.

Ken Cote, Nursery Inspector and Compliance Officer, IDNR Entomology and Plant Pathology,

402 West Washington Street, Room 290W, Indianapolis, IN 46204. Consultation on treatment
site and proposed project.
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APPENDIX A. ISSUES, QUESTIONS AND CONCERNSFROM THE PUBLIC
MEETING

At the public meeting (Table 1), representatives from the Division of Entomology and
Plant Pathology presented the proposed gypsy moth project, and answered questions and
received comments. The presentation explained:
o thelife cycle, feeding habits and hosts of gypsy moth,
the identification of gypsy moth,
survey methods,
gypsy moth impacts and damage to the trees and forest,
selection of proposed sites,
selection of the treatment options,
the timing and application of treatments,
boundaries of the treatment sites with maps and photos.

Following the presentation and during the presentation, questions and comments were
taken, answered and discussed with the people attending the meeting.

Table 1: Date, time and attendance of the Public Meeting for the proposed treatment site.

#
COUNTY SITE DATE TIME Attending
Delaware Nebo January 17, 2007 6:30 PM 17

SUMMARY OF QUESTIONSAND COMMENTS

The response from the public meeting was positive. There were no negative comments
expressed. The guestions and comments received at the public meetings concerned four
main issues:

Human health and safety;

Non target effects and environmental effects;

Economic and political impacts;

Likelihood of success of the proposed project and the treatment options proposed.

|SSUES
Human Health and Safety

Two guestions were asked in the area of human health and safety, regarding if there had
been any documented harmful effects on young children and when the public would be
notified of the actual treatment. The response explained that there have not been any
known documented indications of harmful effectsto children or the general public, but if
people are concerned we recommend that they keep their children inside during
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treatments. It was stated that the public would be notified of the treatment with aletter
and also through the local media.

Non target and Environmental Effects

One question was asked if animals or household pets needed to be kept inside during
treatments. It was responded that Btk. is not toxic to humans, mammals, birds or fish and
that keeping animals inside during treatments is up to the individual homeowner.

Economic and Political Impacts

It was asked if the decision to treat this proposed site was already finalized and it was
responded that the decision to proceed or not proceed would not be decided until after we
have received public comments.

The question was asked if the treatment did not occur: how long would it be before they
would likely see negative effects? It was stated that negative effects could possibly be
Seen as soon as a couple years, since non-treatment of the site would alow gypsy moth
populations to increase and spread out over alarger area.

One resident commented that they would like to see the proposed treatment proceed, and
that they were disappointed with the low turn out for the meeting by residents.

Likelihood of Success of the proposed project and the proposed treatment options

Two questions were asked regarding how rain affects the treatment and if rain occurred,
would we have to go back and treat again. It was stated that if rain occurs 6-8 hours after
the treatment, it would not likely have a negative impact on the effectiveness of the
treatment. However, it is possible to have to retreat a site due to weather conditions that
occur soon after atreatment has been applied.

Other Questionsor Concerns

Several general questions were asked regarding the different life stages of Gypsy Moth,
the trapping survey already done in the area and also on what post treatment survey
would done.

It was explained that the male and female moths are of different sizes and that the pupa
stage can be attached to anything that remains outside; including trees, buildings and
vehicles. It was also restated that Gypsy Moths are not native to the United States. The
traps used in our state survey are made of cardboard and the area surrounding the
proposed treatment site; as well as the entire state, was surveyed. The proposed siteisthe
only site being proposed for treatment in Delaware County and it was stated that the
treatment would occur in the spring at the time we see larvae hatch from egg masses
within the proposed site. A follow up trapping survey will be done within and around
the proposed treatment site. It is not clear how Gypsy Moth arrived to the area.
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APPENDIX B. MAPS of the Proposed Treatment Sites

COUNTY SITENAME TREATMENT | MAPTYPE PAGE
Delaware Nebo Btk Topographic 25
Btk = Bacillus thuringiensis var. kurstaki with two aerial applications.
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APPENDIX C. U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE LETTER AND OTHER
LETTERS

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
A0 Senarih Walker Bmed
Blosymingran, [N 47032171
Fhaome: (EIZ) 2344261 Fa: (213344273

Jamagry 10, 2007

br. Robon Wahz

Indiara DNE, Divisien of Entomolegy and Flent Pathalogy
412 Wesi Washingzon Strcet, Roeen 290

Indiarapolis, Indiana d&20k

Dl M, Waliz

The LLE, Fish and Wiklhife Service {FWE) has meviewed wour lelter of Decomber L5, 2006
reganiimy e 2007 gypsy moth Ireatmen? program for 12 sites in 6 Indiana cousties (Allen,
Dizlawane, Elkhart, Mirshall, Porter, Whillevl. We are submitling the following comments on
The 20EIT prcerain,

These comments hove heen prenaned wnder the authorily of the Fiegh asd Wikdlife Coordingtion
Aot (16 L5064 el seq.) and are consistent with the izt of the Mational BEnvirommental
Policy Act of 1969, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, and che 1), 5. Fish and Wikdlile Servieds
Mitigation Policy.

The plan submitied in vour letter includes zerial spraving of mming disruption pheromone flakes
{Dasrupt 1) a1 3 sibes {22,785 meres), aenal sproying of Sacilfie seragionsds biolegical comirad
(Hilkjar 13 sites (7620 penes), all with federal fanding assistance.  Additianally, ground
applicatian of Demalin 1o selectad rees is propesed al § siles. Dimdlin application in 2007 = a
Searg af lediang setion with ne ledera] fundimg assstance,

Endlangered hubierflics

Cme af the proposed reatment methods, spraving with Socedlive tarimgensis (Brk, 8 ol cossem
fior I federally endangered species of Lepidopters in ndiana, the Karmner biue begterfly [Lveosides
metisre sowmeeadind and Michell's satyr bubierfly {Meanympbe witakelil), The known ocoamences
ol these 2 endangered species are inthe northem ponions of Lake and Porer Countics (Kamer
blue butlerflyl, amd isolated Jocations in LaPoate and Lalrmnge Counties (Mitchell's satvr), The
range of Uhese specios has nal changed sinee our review of the 2006 pypsy moth program.

Mizithir spocies is known o eocur wilkon or adpacent to the Bk sites identified in your letter,
hewvever the Wilkow Creek Bik restmens siie in Pocter County [T65 acres i wathan o mile of the
Earner blwe batterfly population in and arcund the Indisns Dunes Natianal Lakeghare (DMLY T
i= imperative that serial sproying of Bik af the Willow Creek site be conducied ima manner that
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Page 2 of 3

will svoid any drifl into the Kamer hlae huitesfly populatios aress, 1IDML @alT can priveide more
information an the specific areas of concem.  Tremiment with Dasrupt 1 pheromone fakes, which
15 corsidered 1o be highly specifec for gypsy maths, will bave o siverss lirpacts on the fodemlly
Tisted) bugneellies.

All e the Dimilin ereaiment sites (which are nol federal actions and are theredore net subgect 1
Spetion T of the Endangersd Species Act) ane limited bo very small arsas with sgplication linited
to selected trees and are ned nest any currenl endangersd species oceurrencs recards. Federally
listed Butterflies are mol present a8 mry of thase s,

Oiher Endangered Species

The proposed treatmeeni sies are within the rangs of the federally endmngered Indiana bat (§pars
aplalie), sl fodemally threatened bald saglhe {Helizenes fuemeephplus], W da nol amticipats
adtverse effects on bald cagles from any reatments al this time, hecusse this species is mol
direcily affected by sy of the troalmimls 2nd its forage hase consists mainly of veriehraes,

Inddtinna hats hikernate im caves, then disperse 1o reproduce and forage in relatively andisisbed
forested arens asscciued with waler resources during spring and summer. Yaung are raised i
Eursery codany meosts in trees, fypleally ness drainageways in undeveloped areas. Priar o
hibernation, Indiana bats feed intensively in forcited ansas neas kibernacula in onder o huild o
adequate fal reserves to survive hibemaison,

The dict of Indiana bats consists enningly of insocts, Besed on prevsous shodies they appear to he
somewhat opporinistic fesders. Some studies hive Tound lepidoplerans as a magar dictary
campanent, while athers foamd o dies dositanad By lemetnal Cobaoplerans or squatic msecis.
Most of these studies were essentinlly “snapshats® g there |5 & lack of comprehensive, long-
lerm researche 12 is possible that under some circurnstances exnersive elininaticn of o broad
rargee al’ lepidaplersn species over a lange babilal area bas the potemial 1o adversely affecr the
find brasee il an isdiana bal rursery colony. This comoem increnses. greaily wilh ihe use of’
Dirssilin because it kills a much broader range of insects. Mone of the propased treatives areas
ame g Isdiana bal babemscula. MMest of the 2007 Bik aerizl irestmensg siies are liniied io
relatively emall ascas of Indizna bzt memmer habdtal, however haged upom the asrial phaoies wou
providad we identificd 2 aites whene a sobstantial armount of sislable forested summer hahics
coours within an aerial reatnent ares. These sites are lsted below in descending sire of affected
fores:

1. Halbaway site [Alken County, 1404 2cre treatment areak, S0 acnes of foresl (DUF estitang).

I, Willew Crock sitw (Porter County 765 sere ireatment area), 130 acres of fores) (our

Tihez Dink hetwesn loss of a bepidopgeran Torge bass for Indiana bats and adverse effects on the
speecies is uncertain, therefore at this me we cansider the likelihood of 1ake 1o be discomniably
small. However, 1o minimize impacts on foraging Indiana bars we recommersd thar acrial
spraying ai the sives listed ahove be conducted as garly a3 possible in the szuson. The Indiana bat
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Fage 3ol 3

summer gecapancy season is considersd io begin in mid-Apnil, probabdy slighily later in norhem
Indizna

The FWS concludes that the faderally assisted 207 gepsy moih program is not liksly i
adversely affect any of these federally listed species, subject 1o the oforementioned concem ghaut
avosding Bk doft 1owand the kamer blue busterily. IF Rsture federally-assisted programs
rorparsls large scalke application of Daualin, or propose BT aerial application aver very largo
arcas ol Indiana bal summer ar winter habilal, this issue will bave to be rocvalusted.

Thds peecludes the need for furtber consultation an this project a3 roguined usder Section 7 of the
Emfampenad Specics Acl al 1973, g amended. 11 however, new informalion an endangered
B e Al The male becomes avadlable or ol projed plas ane changed signalicactly, pliase comlact
cur ailflce for furher consaliation

Far Farther discussion, please comiact Mike Litwin at (812) 3344261 ext. 205,

Sincersly yours,

J Viibadlnf FllZ -

Scotl E. Prutt
Fishl Supervizor

ce; Clawstie Keifer, Indiaie Division of Fish amd Wibdlife, Induacapalis, [N
Katie Soith, Indiara iviaion of Fish asd Wildlile, Indiarapalis, TN
USFWS, Chesteman, N
Phillap harshall, IDME, PO Box 208, Vallonia, 1IN 47281
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Fhillip T. Marshall
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A2 Wt Winbirgrion Strevs, Room 'We2sh
Inctinsapolin, bredinns #4304

Stxle Ageecy: Inilime Despertrmes | of HElem] Rsuerces, [Fvinn of Eriomology and Plani
Pathalogy

R Cypsy math ensdieatian progass foe 2007
Ciwar Mr. Marshall:

Frovsuiasd b Indisre Ciodis BT 1] <1 B the fod s Deprmeni of Taiun| Resource:, Diviciow of Hidonc Pressntion snd
Archascbogy CTHPA™) bee condiscied & seviess ol U imbaels daied Devsinler 15, 2006, anl reosived sy the DHPA o0
Dicember 21, 2004, far dhe alsows inadicaod progot i ALk, Porler, Flldart, Whatliy, Ddivers, snd Rlasidul] countion,
Iradinmm.

Basad on ooy arlysis, (L Hes bien Seried e fn histnris propertiz will be shererd semolisher, ne remeved by the
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APPENDIX D. EXAMPLE OF PRODUCT LABEL

SPFECIMEN LAREL

UPDATES AVAILARLE AT WWW.GREENBOE.M

" Valent BioSciences

Biological Insecticide

Flrwable Comcentrats

Fur flst cuntral of Lephloplersus Larvee

ACTIVE IMCGRELMENT:

ABTE-551, fermentation solids and sedubles .

Dithe=s leggivdienls: . RLSE5

Tstal: . [0

Pﬂnql m.mmhpmmumum r]:ndnrl[ lnlh:-ﬂ-
i 0 quiva

'“I frercent aclive mgredient does nol indicate predus) performance and potency
meassremeaiz are nos federally sandardized.

EPA Reg. Mo, TIM9-49
EFA Est Wo, SFT6E-LA-00 LIST Mk 60170

KEEF OUT OF REACH OF CHILDREN

- JES

CAUTION
1.0 FIRSET AlTk
If an idn & Tiikn all costpminsted clothisg )
v elathiag w Rini sktim Frenscdmicly with plenty of water for 1 5-20 mimeice
w Call & pobas confrnl conler or dackor dar beaimeni advice.
I in cven # Hold cye open and rinss slowly and gen iy with wier e 15-10
[T
» Remave sonlect lomies, il prewent, aiter fe il § erimuie, lien
® Uall u pomas conimol conier or dacion dar pestmmi advice,

HOT LINE NIHRER

M s pispafind | oviitiini Wtk v aden calieg @ porses conliol conicr or doclor, or
geing Fai Eeatrienl. Tnun-lhwlalmlml'ihmnmm
Hen kil pailor Enagen | oeovgeresy infommsiize. Far ol viber miermiize, esl

| B A 3]

LI FRECAUTHONARY STATEMENTS

L1 HAZARDS TO HUMANS AND DEMWESTIC ANIMALS
CAUTION

Calics I Eye b Auvoid with cycy, skin, or clothing, Wash
Ihoroughly wilh zoap and walicr sfler hoardling

1.2 Perypmal Prateceive Equipment (FPE)
Appliateis anld olker handlen inesl wear

w Long-slesved shirt

& Long panis

® Walerpraal ghoves

w fhoce plus socks

13 Agricolitural Llse Hequiremenis

M ineretoadens and applicaloss must wear o destimist liliering

MEOSH stemidards of ai least H-95, B-95, ar P55, anuﬂﬂg:g i
CeRTatinng of Ficobie] can enitie allergic peacnm h.-.m!lﬂi
dused gyeiems, ene e, or aircrafl in 0 manser that merts e requiremenis
listed in the Worker Standand for lprrrul'l.:l peshcudes [40

CER | M0 2404 e handler PI'E: requirements may be reduced or modadied
25 specatied im

14 Nen-Agriculiursl Use Requiremests:

Perflowdors and applicators mot m erclesed cabs or sircralt masi wear o dost'mi
filering resperalos meetng MIOSH stasdards of &t leasl M-95, R55, o P95
lrpﬂﬂ;rﬂrﬁhlﬂmm“ﬂnﬁ-ﬂm:—ndhﬁ

L5 Ve Sadely Recommrndations

Lisere: shoald:

 Wash hands befizie cating, drinking, chewing gum, wng mhacen or ssing e
ikt

] Rﬂﬂ:ﬂ;—nﬂ-th il pesticide pete inside, 'Wash Somughly aad

pu =n clxs
# Ecmove FPE mmediaicly aficr baadling e . Wazh sutside of gloves
ghiy end change isin ¢hean

befiora remoring. As seon e possible, wash
clothing.

32

Fallnw manulaciures'y ingkuctions. for cleani PE. If na

skmctions for weshables, use defergeri and o and wa

separately from other laundry.

A0 STORAGE ANID IHEPDSAL

D mol cotviasdnale water, Food of feed by domge or depoel of wasis
£ Susie il a ool place H.f.l:pl:rr-:ilm ightly clnmed wia
M€ i lermperaloey © Freaming wul el 25°C (77°F)L

'i"nﬁ:Hll'hpm'l. Pesticids waslc resulting from e use of te pred
?mllﬂmnl.r:rltm epproved wiste depos] Ricilily i oo

'l'_-l-ll.lilﬂnlmul.ll Wknrue:-u:?umu Then alfix for recy
ail dispise 6T i @ ganitary bandiil or by incir
IF:IMthrﬂ-llmimhﬁh' buming. If barnod, s

4.0 MRECTIING FOR 1FSE
It i5 a violation of Fedaral liw m use this prodect in o mamacr in

labzl Far ay in Staic 'I'h...muudt-ﬂ-
mﬁmmmmw T e
Duﬂwb'ﬁupnhlwmbﬂﬂlmr 1 EYSNEnn,

L0 AGRICULTURAL USE REQUIREMENTS

Ulge this product onby s acoendance with it labeling aml with e Werl
Hhﬂmmmmmlﬂ This Standen] containe requiremend
ilnsil Warkeri on Barma, fomeds, nersenos, pad grem
.-:I.hnl.l.nm agriceliural peaticides, Ltmummu'mm:h'-
somiaminsvtion, notificason, and assiemace. 11 b conlains
mmh_-dm:rpbul
il pretective
ia thid hex enly
Prodection Standard.

ﬂ whlcinents on this label ab
resirizierd-miry inderval. The g
o usex of e product Bal me coverad by e

Do net apply this product in o way that will contact woekers or olker |
.m“mlﬁlmwm Oaly peetesizd handiesy may ke in the ans

D Bail efilef oF allow woikier cicy daln bealed arcas during the mestncs
isterval (REI) of 4 hisr

FFE requincd for carly catry in treatel avas thal s pormised ender the
Protection Stardard and thal inwnbere pontact with anything Sl has been
=mach ax plants, mil, or waker, B:

#» Coweralix

= Walpprood gleees
» Shocs ples mocks

B3 APPLICATION

Foray P60 may bo a by proend or sersl equipment undiluled
quandiiics off wirker Il e provide harouph ol pa
mumimgmunrmtrnqhd.pwmnll WROR &
wilicr, apruy equipmenl, and locsl gaperence,

deoiding speay deift at the iaton site (s the pespensibalicy of e
The imkersctien of many oqu meﬂ-ﬁd{mhﬁ
podestial Gor spray didfl The i weil the Fratmeni coond i
regpoigibile Tor considesing all of thess fcinm mukng decisions,
T4 MIXING

MHHDFLHI}'TEEI:EH':-.: Fal speay or mixing tank half full i
.B;ia q;nﬁ:m.ml po Freay TEH min waler while maintaising o
Add lhir wpray mafcrial (il any) and balance of waler. &
necrmaary o maingn suspension. Do nod allow diksiod ssixiess W reim
tmnk for more than 71 howrs.
The use of @ speeader-aecke: J|Eﬂ:l'll!ﬂ‘ﬂ e o prove 15 TEGEN
ot hard B weel cooge such moen Wlmmwmnsﬂl
depegils, Combimatmns with ¢ nsed spray lank adjmess ure |
nod deleleroms fo Foray TOE (e mi b med . Reliee mexin
H:l'l:f“.ﬂ..||Hﬂflﬂhkuﬂphjdrﬂmhg-ﬁhb.fh]|mm=i|;m
in & wmall centainer in propecisnale qesiic

A4 EFRAY VOHLUMES
Garownd Application; sz mmnmndﬂunﬂunnf]—my?ﬁﬂ in grour
menl with quansties of wefer seflicknt o peevids Bonugh

e
pait 1o Be prolceied. The smsivenl of waler noeded por mere will depe
e sive, wealher condiinne, spray equipment weed s |locel sxperienc
-‘m‘llll whinm; L'lammnuﬂalmurwrﬁﬂh-uilu
or with quantities ol wener sulfien w ferey
Huﬂm“hmm Ini s wesiem LIS 5-10 were i th
minmnmm; in e casem regions o mnimem of -3 gallon v normally o
s asranl of waler nesded per scr will dopend upon crop sixe,
condimne, ypeay coquipment used and lacal experience
b GENERAL AGRICULTURAL USE INSTRUCTIONS



SPELCI LAREL

an‘lﬁﬂ-qht spplisd up o and on e day of hareesi
For maximum ¢fectivensms the following is recommended:
Bomilee figlds o detoct carly infestations.
TR when ilard hakching s barvac arc gmall
mmnr nml.'l-u'lﬂrrlmhnh“'l:lr

e aflncied

Rrprat wvery § s |14 prolect new plang
w ﬂ‘hl-ﬂd:r-:‘ul'“r:ﬂ -:pfﬁ

-H:—um of

Uladder eosaitions of heavy peil prosins of whe Wi e prosest
hmmmtmml.-ﬂ:ﬁmmm

ngkwn)
L]

memtnin crmim| and

echenee eonfrel. Whes iese croulifions me preseal, 3 conbizl ireeticide thoald
B used to cthencc conbul
mewnummmmm Do hizlors
estipged with dircetod dee nubos can ingrove covooge -
108 Tabde 1.
Raia' Dussge’
Crog Pain faninecre) [L T
[aww— Gypiy Moth 115675 FET)
Shwds Trom, Fim Spurworm
[y 14508
i B-10
Mhple Tooo, Mecwmviual ik
Tret T e
i
’ Tgels Khich
Tk Wtk II70 &Ik
Fise Babterdly
Hagworm
lentfralicr
Tarkmx
ik W
Tent Cabogpille
Juciipine Badeware
Sadeficd Promeoent
Sadfichack {sterpdllar
Hakm & Wroam
Ve laak Lasser
Dabraenme
Satin Kok
Chuiterpelbar Ta-ELS (=]
Spring & Fall
Canhrresrn
Cablomin Oekwom
e — TN
Speiial Teatrarthoss
ke the ligher ded rakc on i larwal siags or ander bigh doraey laval
popalviaes.

Lty s . pypery ek b fogmed e giad @b rube i st sl e sciei dnnel mees, apune
o R iarger vopilesen wwlpdog bt s mied w g ol onsrmeeld e aed
finpd 94 Tooed eriags i permitiad.

118 DIRECTIONS FOR TSE FOR MON-AGRICULTURAL AFPLECA-
TIFNE

111 MON-AGRICULTURAL USE REQUIREMENTS

The requivcmeents i this box apphy fo uses that sre NOT withis the scope of the
WMWWWM[HMMLMTE
WES applics when Gis product is ussd 12 prodece agiculuns] plank en Ges,
Tidesla, BUTseioed of groenloiiies

Hmmﬂmmﬂ&m“-ulwmm

MWH-H ﬂnﬂtr:qlnl.h.l.lb_fd'li;lnlm
The inleruction of many | facloes determme Tha
Fltnﬁllhm r r coard instar are
rexprnaible fir :wndmnllll Fll:ll-ru making docizore

-I:mﬂ'whhu“. in m marmer incrneisEml wid i
3 Fr—rmq:ﬂlrr:lumhhu Tribe, consulk the agescy

"ﬂkﬂh#hhl‘ F:I'dk--:i\:rn-:r:l:u]m or inr com-
merciel seed produtlios, o Em&rﬂhﬂ.hmmplﬂ:m:ﬁ
acdhicliz chmatic modifizalion aad m micnor mm

:I'rqu—lllp'dﬂ-nrr-h.rnnl'mw l1|:|
e prodéctios of Ember o wood producs, or
public pest contred programs

hﬂ-n.:h ll-llbllml.. rrr|d1
o a5 mosqein Py coairal, and
[ruit Ty ermdicanon

RO
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LUPINATES AVAILARLE AT WWW.GREENBOOE.NET 2

Em?ﬁl:mmsmrumduqunhurhﬂhw
nrasall. F TEB o & slodmach puisen sl = elleciee W
larvie. Afes i lareac sop fecding within howrs and die 3-5 days lator.
Mazimam mr_\'unllbﬂl -n%-mm Foray T6B may be wed
for boik pround snd sorial applecation. ahoald e shaken ui areed
bl use. ﬂddmﬂuhltunlmpuﬂuwmﬂd'
h}'mmm&ﬂimmm:m*murmnﬂnh
i alin in tamm the The diiried
D ok e sed St T2 o, e the mEperon.
11,1 Groond Applivatian;
Un-Mwmdmtmmqbuumm CaveErge Wil ElosEive
recommended deaages of Paray T6E in up lo e followiag

runofl, U be perace
amouris ol waler;
High soburec bedraelic sprayens 10 gallass
Melid blowcrs 10 el ki
103 Aerial Application;

Freay T6E may be applied senally, coher alose o dilied wath waler al the
desages shawn in the spplcation raies mble. Spray volimes of 2E-12R mances
per ware are pecommstded. Best revelts see expecizl when Foray 760 ix applicd
in dry Tolisge.
1.0 Tahle 2.

Hazs'
]
135575

Thisia g
(ElKsxre)
[}

Ebr: Spansarn

I

13255003 -1

£
7

T
?E

130-2T.8 =lh

TaAkE 48

Apcdil Imireiism

" lime e higher recameesded rasd o sdvaviid lanval Sages a0 wdo high damity krval
Fosilannt.

e rewting gy st rfesicd brocy sed skrubcin uckan, rars ), e Qer-rere] SeE, SRR
of ser-targxl wogstaton inchubig, el no kil b, retive and ofas celsl spoces mad
foead or Smad cropa in permatisd

130 NOTICE OF WARRAMTY

AALLER MAKES MO WARRANTY, EXPRESS OR MMPLIED, OF MER-
CHANTABILITY, FITHESS OR OTHERWISE CONCERMING THE USE 0OF
THIS PRODUCT OTHER THAN AS INDECATED OM THE LAREL, USER
ASSIIMES ALL RISK OF USE, STORAGE OF HANTILIBNG MOT [N STRICT
ACOORDANCE WITH ACCOMPANYESG THRECTIONS.

YALENT BHOSCTEHNCES® CORPORATION
270 Technolegy Way

Libeiywille, IL S0048—E0D-123-0507
0444 | B3

G Valenl BieSciences Corporation Apnl, 2001

WALk 5.5.04

EFERI.
\"qu 'Cln-luullun Carp. All rights reserved.
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